Civilian employee drug-abuse testing
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It's not every day that a Defense De-
partment document raises issues that
are the ingredients of docudrama,
among them, drug abuse, privacy
rights, and legal wrangling over consti-
tutional protections. But that is what
DoD Directive 1010.9, "DoD Civilian
Employees Drug Abuse Testing Pro-
gram," has done.

Issued in April 1985, this five-page
directive'authorizes DoD components
to establish urinalysis drug-detection
programs to determine fitness for ap-
pointment to or retention in critical po-
sitions. To date, only the Army has im-
plemented the directive, although the
Navy and Air Force will soon follow
suit. The three services' policies will
differ somewhat; however, the Navy
and Air Force draft proposals are com-
parable to the Army program outlined
i the forthcoming revised Army Regu-
3tlon 600-85, "Alcohol and Drug
\buse Prevention and Control
3rogram."

Although it has begun urinalysis
screening   of certain  prospective
hirees, the Army has yet to test on-
board personnel on a widespread ba-
sis. A suit challenging the constitution-
ality of the urinalysis program is now
sfore the U.S. Court of Appeals. Until
:e court renders a decision, however,
e Army will proceed with testing.
Directive DoD 1010.9 defines posi-
tions subject to urinalysis testing as

those "sufficiently critical to the DoD
mission or protection of public safety
that screening to detect the presence
of drugs is warranted as a job-related
requirement," Such positions, it states,
are in occupational fields related to law
enforcement, property or personnel
protection, internal security, and na-
tional security.

Presently covered under the Army
program are special access positions
that require certification of personnel
reliability. Many of these positions are
in the areas of nuclear and chemical
surety. Also subject to screening are
pilots, mechanics, air traffic controllers,
and other personnel responsible for
aviation and air safety. Army policy
even extends to employees involved in
the administration or execution of drug
testing and to those whose official du-
ties include treatment of and direct
contact with enroliees of the alcohol
and drug abuse prevention and control
program.

The Army's drug-abuse detection ef-
fort focuses on three areas. It helps
determine fitness for appointment to or
retention in a critical position. It seeks
to Identify drug abusers and facilitate
their enrollment in counseling, rehabili-
tation, and medical treatment pro-
grams. And It strengthens national and
department-level security by identifying
persons whose drug use could cause
disruption of operations, loss or de-
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struction of property, or potei
blackmail leading to unauthori;
closure of classified informatioi

Under DoD guidelines, the
bents of control positions must
written notification prior to th'
urinalysis. Army policy, for in;
requires that its components n
employee at least 90 days befo
ducting the initial test. The notk
explain the rationale for testii
consequences of failing or refus
test, and the employee's right
mit medical documentation to ;
legitimate drug use. It also mu
the individual to counseling ant
ment programs.

Once this initial grace peri(
elapsed, the activity may test p
notified individuals periodically,
do so randomly, irrespective
dence of drug use. However,
spot testing also may occur wh<
cials have probable cause to si
that an employee is under the
ence of a controlled substance
on duty. Moreover, agencies ma
duct such tests in conjunctior
government-sponsored ace
investigations.

The Army program features a
chain-of-custody process to prote
employee and the urine samp
mandates, for example, the prei
of an observer during the test t
sure that no substitution or tamf
occurs. Any attempt to alter sar
or test results invites disciplinary t
in accordance with established
policy.

If the field-conducted urlnalys
veals the presence of drug by-prc
the sample is submitted to a cei
laboratory for confirmation. An
ployee confirmed as positive, th
having drug by-product In the sar
is eligible for locally sponsored c
seling and treatment. But, regar<
of the worker's participation in a r
bilitation program, the activity mus
assign that Individual to a noncrl
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